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Stebbins, R. 1954b. Natural History of the Salmanders of the Plethodontid Genus Ensatina. Zoology
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Steinblums, LJ. 1977. Sweamside Buffer Strips: Survival, Effectiveness, and Design. M.S. Thesis.
Oregon State University, Corvallis, OR. 181 pp.

Swanson, F. et al. 1976. History, Physical Effects, and Management Implications of Large Orpanic
Debris in Western Oregon Streams. PNW-56. Facific Morthwest Forest & Range Research Station, USDA
Forest Service,

Takentat, A. 1988. An Analysis of Solar Beam Penctration Through Cireular Gaps in Canopies of
Uniform Thickness. Agricultural and Forest Meteorology. 42:307-320.

Thomas et al. 1993, Forest Ecosystem Management: An Ecological, Economic, and Social
Assessment. Report of the Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team,

Thomas, C. 1990, “What Do Real Population Dynamics Tell Us About Minimum Viable Population
Sizes? Conservation Biology. 4(3):324-325, ]

Thompson, G. 1991, Betermining Minimum Viable Populations Under the Endangered Species Act.
NOAA Technical Memorandum NMMFS/F/MNWC-198. Mational Marine Fisheries Service, Seattle, WA.

Tilt, W, R Nomis, & A. Enc. 1987, “Wolf Recovery in the Northern Rocky Mountaing.” Mational
Audubon Society and National Wildlife Federation, Washington, DC,
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Trotter, P. 1585, Occurrence and Habitat Requirements of Headwater Resident Trout in Washingion
Streams. Report to Washington Trout. Duvall, WA.

USDA FS. Guidelines for Habitat Conservation Assessments. USDA Forest Sve., Washington, DC.

USDA FS et al. 19%3. Forest Ecosysiem Management: an Ecological, Economic, and Social
assessment. Report of the Forest Ecosystem Management Asscssment Team, USDA Forest Service, USDOI

' FWS, USDOIL BLM, US EPA, USDOI NPS, and USDOC NMFS. (1993).

USFWS. 1998. Letter of February 16, 1998, to Wille Stelle, Ir,, Regional Administrator, NMFS,
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Wildlife Service, Portland, OR.

USFWS, 1998b. Bull Trout Interim Conservation Guidance. US Fish & Wildlife Service, Lacey,
WA,

Van Sickle, J. and 5.V. Gregory. 1990, Modeling Inputs of Large Woody Debris to Streams from
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Vogel, W. 1998. Letter to John Engbring, USFWS, Lacey Washington, regarding “Addition of the
Columbia River.. Bull Trout to Incidental Take Permit...for Plum Creek Timber Company and Anticipated
Take Levels...”"” Western Washington Office, US Fish & Wildlife Service, Lacey, WA,
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Amphibians and Reptiles. Washington State Dept. Fish & Wildlife, Olympia, WA,

WA DFW. 1997b. Management Recommendations for Washington's Priority Habitats — Riparian,
Washington State Dept. Fish & Wildlife, Olympia, WA.

WA DFW. 1995. Management Recommendations for Washington's Priority Habitats —
Invertebrates. Washington State Dept. Fish & Wildlife, Olympia, WA,

WA DNR TFW. 1997. Draft species lists developed by the Landscape & Wildlife Advisory Group,
Timber Fish & Wildlife Program, Washington Department of Natural Resources, Olympia, WA.
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Walker, Brian et al. 1999. “The Temestrial Biosphere and Global Change: Implications for Matural
and Managed Ecosystems.” Cambridge Univ. Press. ]

Walls, 5., A. Blaustein, & I. Beatty. 1992, “Amphibian Biodiversity of the Pacific Morthwest with
Special Reference to Old Growth Stands.” Morthwest Environment Journal. 8(1):53-69.

Warren, N. ed., 1990. Old Growth Habitats and Associated Wildlife in the Morthern Rocky
Mountains. Forest Service Report R1-90-42. Northern Region Wildlife Habita Relationships Program,
USDA Forest Service, Missoula, MT. 7 it

Weaver, W, & D. Hagans. 1994. Handbook for Forest and Ranch Roads: A Guide for Planning,
Designing, Constructing, Reconstructing, and Closing Wildland Roads. Prepared by Pacific Watershed
Associates for Mendocine County Resource Conservation District, Ukiah, CA.

Welsh, H. 1990. “Relictual Amphibians and Old Growth Forests.™ Conservation Biology. 4(3):309-
319.

Wemple, B., I Jones, & G. Grant. 1996. Channel Metwork Extension by Logging Roads in Twa
Basins in Western Caseades, Oregon. Water Resources Bulletin, 32(6):11185.

Wilcove, D, C. McLellan, & A. Dobson. 1986. “Habitat Fragmentation in the Temperate Zone.” in
M. Soule, ed., Conservation Biology: The Science of Scarcity and Diversity. Sinaver Associates.

Willson, M. S. Gende, & B. Marston. 1998, “Fishes and the Forest: Expanding Perspectives on Fish-
Wildlife Interactions.” BioScience. 48:6. June, 1998.

Willson, M. & K. Halupka. 1995. “Andadromous Fish as Keystone Species in Vertebrate
Communities.” Conservation Biology. 9;3. June, 1995,

Wu, T.H. 1986. Root Geometry Model and Simulation. Unpublished Final Report.

National Science Foundation Grant DEE-811253. USDA Forest Service Grant PN'W-83-317. Department of
Civil Enginecring, Ohio State University, Chio.

Also, see Mayer et al. (1988) above under Species Lists, and Applegarth et al (1997), Benda et al.

(1998), (Bingham) et al (1997), Erman, Erman, & Schilling (1999Y, Frissell (1998), Heiken st al (1997,
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Huntington (1998), Karr (1991), King (1989), Lichatowich et al (1997), Meehan et al (1991), Moyle et al
(1999), Nelson et al (1999), PAS (1997), Pollock et al (199%), PRC (1997), Reid (1998}, Reid (1999), Soule et
al (1987), and Welsh et al (1998) below under Assessments, Benda et al. (1998) also lists additional resources
for terrestrial species (be sure to get the full report).

Additional Research Indicating That Logging and Asseciated Road Build ing Can Impact
Fluvial Peak Flows and In-Stream Habitat Conditions-

Chamberlin, T.W., Ham, R.D. and F.H. Everest. 1991. Timber harvesting, silviculture, and watershed
processes. American Fisheries Socicty Special Publication 19:181-205.
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Crant, G and J. Jones, ‘1996, Peak Flow Responses to Clearcutting and Roads, Western Cascades,
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Hernbeck, J. W. 1973, Storm flow from hardwood-forested and cleared watersheds in Mew
Hampshire. Water Resour. Res. 9(2):346-354,

Hombeck, J. W, B 5. Pierce and C. A. Federer. 1970, Streamflow changes afier forest clearing in
HMew England. Water Resour. Res. 6(4):1124-1132.

Hombeck, J. W. and R. 8. Pierce. 1970. Storm hydrograph changes following forest clearing in New
England. Proc. 15th IUFRO Congress, Gainesville, Florida. p. 230.

Hombeck, J. W. 1975. Streamflow response to forest cutting and revegetation. Water Resour. Bull,
11(6):1257-1260. : ’

Hombeck, J. W., G. E. Likens, R. 5. Pieree and F. H. Bormann. 1975. Strip cutting as a means of
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C. H. Winget {eds.}. Proc. 4th North American Forest Soils Conference on Forest Soils and Forest Land
Management. August 1973. Quebec, Canada.

Hombeck, J. W, R. 8. Pierce, G. E. Likens and C, W. Martin. 1975. Moderating the impact of
contemporary forest cutting on hydrologic and nutrient cycles. pp. 423- 433, In: Proc. of Intemat. Symp. on
Hydrologic Sciences. Publ. 117. Tokyo, Japan.

Hombeck, J. W. and G. Stuart. 1976, When ski trails are cut through forest land, what happens to
stream flow? Ski Area Management 15{4):34-36, 47.

Hornbeck, J. W. and 5. J. Ursic. 1979. Intensive harvest and forest streams: are they compatible? pp.
249-262. In: Proc. Impact of Intensive Harvesting on Forest Nutrient Cycling. SUNY, College of
Environmental Science and Forestry, Syracuse.
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INT-401. Ogden, UT.

Lavigne, R. W. 1960. A time-corrector device for adjusting streamflow records. 1.5, Forest Service,
Mortheastern Forest Experiment Station, Forest Research Note 93, 4 Pp-

Lawrence, G. B..and C. T. Driscoll. 1989, Spatial patterns of concentration-discharge relationships in
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Conference on Hydrogeochemical Responses of Forested Catchments, American Geophysical Union, Bar
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Cellins, CO. 31 pp.
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Montana Bull Trout Scientific Group (MBTSG). 1998, The relationship between land management
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Muosko, T.L., Jeffers, B.L., King, J.G., and W F. Megahan. 1990, Streamflow data for undisturbed,
forested watersheds in central Idatio. USDA Forest Service, Intermountain Forest and Range Experiment
Station. GTR INT-272. : ;
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Amer. 54(1%:15.

- Pierce, R. 8. 1971. Clear cutting and stream water. New Hampshire Forest Notes, [spring]
~Pierce, R 8. 1969. Forest transpiration reduction by clearcutting and chemical treatment, Northeastern
Weed Control Conference 23:344-349,

Reiners, W. A. 1991. Twenty years of ecosystem development on a clear-cut watershed at Hubbard
Brook Experimental Forest. Bull. Ecol. Soc. Amer. 72(2):228.

Reiners, W. A. and T. L. Gates. 1993. Spatial patiéming of ecosystem recovery on a deforested
watershed, Hubbard Brook, New Hampshire. Bull. Ecol. Soc. Amer. 74(2):406.

Sidle, R. C. and J. W. Hombeck. 1991. Cumulative effects: a broader approach to water quality
research. J. Sofl and Water Conserva. 46:268-271,

Smith, D. K. 1982, The knowledge flows from Hubbard Brook. An advanced ecosysiem study, Yale
Alumni Magazine and Journal XLV{6):17-20.

Sullivan, K., Lisle, T.E, Dolloff, C.A., Grant, G.E., and L.M. Reid. 1987, Stream channels: the link
between forests and fishes. In: Streamside management: forestry and fishery interations. E.O. Salo and T.W.
Cundy, eds. University of Washington, Institute of Forest Resources Contribution 57, Seatile, WA.

Troendel, C.A. 1980. Watershed management in the Rocky Mountains, In: Proceedings from the
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Troendel, C.A. and R.M. King, 1985, The effect of timber harvest on the Fool Creck watershed, 30
years later, Water Resources Research 21{12):1915-15922.

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service (USFS). 1981. Guide for predicting sediment yields
from forested watersheds, US Forest Service Northern Region, Intermountain Region, and Intermountain
Forest and Range Experiment Station.

U.5. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service (USFS). 1974, Forest Hydrology part 11 - Hydralogic
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Zuuzing, H.R. and D.F. Potts. WATSIM: a user's guide. Montana Forest and Conservation
Experiment Station. School of Forestry, University of Montana, Missoula. i

Additional References and Resources Regarding Livestock Grazing:

Amnour, C, L., D, A, Duff, W. Elmore. 1991, The effects of livestock grazing on riparian and stream
ccosystems. Fisheries 16(1): 7-11.

: Armour, C., D. Duff, W. Elmore. 1994, The eifects af livestock grazing on western riparian and
stream ecosystem, Fisheries 19(9): 912,

Belsky, A. J. 1986. Daes herbivory benefit plants? A review of the evidence. Amer. Matur, 127;
870-892.

Belsky, A.J. 1987. The effecis of grazing: confounding ecosystem, community, and organism sciles,
Amer, MNatur, 127: 870-892,

Belsky, A. 1. and D. M. Blumenthal. 1997, Effects of livestock grazing on stand dynamics and soils
in upland forests of the interior West: Conserv. Biol. 11 £315-327,

Belsky, A. J., A. Matzke, 8. Usclman. 1999, Survey of livestock influences on stream and riparian
ecosysiems in the western United States. 1. Soil and Water Conserv. F4(1): 419431,

Beschta, R. L. 1991. Stream habitat management for fish in the northwestern United States: the role
of riparian vegetation. Amer. Fisheries Soc’y Symp. 10: 53-58.

Beschta, R. L., W. L, Platts, . B. Kauffman, M. T. Hill. 1994, Artificial stream restoration—money
well spent or an expensive failure? /& Environmental Restoration: Proc. Universities Counecil on Water
Resources, 1994, ;

Chaney, E., W. Elmore, W. 5. Platts. 1990. Livestock grazing on westem riparian areas. Noniwest
Resource Information Center. Eagle, ID. 45 pages. s

Chaney, E., W. Elmore, W. 5. Platts. 1993, Managing change: livestock grazing on western dparian
areas. Morthwest Resource Information Center. Eagle, ID.. 31 papes.

Elmore, W. 1992. Riparian responses 1o grazing practices. Pages 442-457 INR. J, MNaiman {ed.).
WATERSHED MANAGEMENT: BALANCING SUSTAINABILITY ANE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGE. Springer Verlap,
New York, NY.

Elmore, W. 1996. Riparian areas: perceptions in management, USDA — Forest Service, Pacific
Morthwest Res. Stn. Natural Resource News 6(3); 9.

Elmore, W. and B. Kauffman. 1994. Riparian and watershed systems: degradation and restoration,
Pages 212-231 [N M. Vavra, W. A. Laycock, R. D, Pieper (eds.), ECOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS OF LIVESTOCK
HERBIVORY IN THE WEST. Soc. Range Manage. Denver, CO.

Elmore, W. and R_ L. Beschta. 1987. Riparian areas: perceptions in management. Rangelands 9
260-265,

Fleischner, T. L. 1994. Ecological costs of livestock grazing in western North America. Consery.
Biol. B: 629644,
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Kauffinan, J. B. and W. C. Krueger. 1984, Livestock impacts on riparian ecosystems and streamside
management implications: a review, J. Range Manage. 37: 430-437.

Kauffman, J. B., W. C. Krueger, M. Vavra. 1983, Impacts of cattle on streambanks in northeastemn
Oregon. J, Range Manage. 36: 683-685.

Kauffman, 1. B., W. C. Krueger, M. Vavra. 1983b. Effects of late season cattle grazing on riparian
plant communities. J, Range Manage. 36: 685-691.

) Kauffman, J. B., W. C. Krueger, M. Vavra. 1983¢. Effects of late season cattle grazing on riparian
eeogystemns and streamside management implications: a review. J. Range Manage, 37(5): 430-438.

Ohmart, R. D. 1996, Historical and present impacts of livestock grazing on fish and wildlife
Fesources in western riparian habitats. Pages 245-279 IN P. R. Krausman (ed.). RANGELAND WILDLIFE. Soc,
Range Manage, Denver, CO.

Todd, M. and W. Elmore, 1997, Historical changes in western riparian ecosystems. Trans, North
Amer. Wildl. and Nat. Res. Conf, 62: 454-463,

3 Wilcove, D, 1998, Quanitifying Threats to Imperiled Species in the United States, BioScience:
48(8); G10--.

Forest Management Considerations and Alternatives:

American Lands. 1999, Improving Forest HCPs by Recognizing the Practicability of Alternative
Forest Management Regimes. American Lands Alliance, Portland, OR. : '

Franklin, I.ef al. 1958. “*Altemative Silvicultural Approaches to Timber Harvesting: Variable
Retention Systems.” in Kohm et af (1998)

Franklin, I. 1989. “Importance of Ecological Diversity in Maintaining Longz Term Site Praductivity.*
in D. Perry, ed., Maintaining the Long Term Productivity of Pacific Notthwest Coniferous Forests, Chregon
State University Press, Corvallis, OR.

Kohm, K., etal. 1997, Creating a Forestry for the 21st Century: The Science of Ecosystem
Management.  Kathryn Kohm & Jerry Franklin, eds. Island Press, Covelo, CA.

MeComb, William er al. 1993. *Douglas Fir Forests: Maneging for Timber and Mature Forest
HabitaL.” Journal of Forestry. 91:12.

Perry, D. 1994. Forest Ecosystems. Department of Forest Science & Cascade Center for Ecosystem

- Management, Oregon State Uniwjemit}', Corvallis, OR. Johns Hopkins University Press.

Assessments, Guidebooks, and Recommended Standards for Mitigation, Adaptive
Managemeni, Etc,; ;

Ackerman, 5. 1997, Conservation Principles for Westem Oregon State Forest Habitat Conservation
Plan. Mational Wildlife Federation, Portland, OR.

Aengst, P, et. al, 1998. Balancing Public Trust and Private Interest: An Investigation of Public
Participation in Habitat Conservation Planning. Masters Thesis. Schoo! of Namural Resaurces, University of

" Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI.

American Lands. 1999, Summary of Westside Forest Management Standards for Aquatic/Riparian
Resources, Forest Biodiversity Program, American Lands, Poriland, OR.

American Lands. 1998b. Inventory of Pending and Approved Forest HCPs in Western States.
American Lands Alliance, Forest Biodiversity Program, Portland, OR.

American Lands. 1998. Examples of Fish and Wildlife Conservation Needs on Mon-Federal
Forestlands and Species Harmed by HCPs. Forest Biodiversity Program, American Lands, Portland, OR,,
Available at <www.americanlands.org>

Applegarth, John, e, al. 1997, A Peer Review of the Weyerhasuser Willamette Habitat Conservation
Plan and Environmental Analysis. Chris Beckwith, ed. Commissioned by Portland Audubon Society,
Portland, OR. Available from PAS at 503-292-6855, '
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Bean, M. 1998. “Four Sure Ways to Undermine a Good Idea., And Hurt Endanger jes.”
Endangered Species UPDATE. 15(g), e

Bean, M., etal, 1991, Reconciling Conflicts Under the Endangered Species Act: The Habitat
Conservation Planning Experience. World Wildlife Fund. Washington, DC,

Benda, L., et al. 1998, Independent Scientific Review of Oregan Dept. of Forestrys Proposed W,
Oregon State Forests HCP, John Hayes, ed. -College of Forestry, Oregon State Univ, Corvallis, OR.

Bingham, Bruce, et. al. 1997. “Mitigation of Habitat “Take:" Application to Habitat Conservation
Planning.” Conservation Biology. 11;1.

Cheever, Frederico, et al. 1998, Summary of Key Findings and Recommendations from the
Workshop on Optimizing Habitat Conservation Planning, Natural Heritage Institute, San Francisco, CA.

Clark, T., etal. 1994. Endangered Species Recovery: Finding the Lessons, Improving the Frocess,
Island Press, Covelo, CA,

EPIC & Sierra Club. 1998. Synopsis of Biological Opinions Issued by USFWS, Region 1.
Environmental Protection [nformation Center, Redway, CA, & Siemra Club, San Francisco, CA. Available
through American Lands® Forest Biodiversity Program, Poriland, OR.

Erman, Nancy, L. Reid, D. Erman, H. Welsh, & F. Schilling. 1999. Comments on Pacific Lumber's
Headwaters HCP. Independent analyses of the Headwaters HCP. Available at
“Www.ige.org/epic/pageshep_review. himl= ’

Frissell, C. 1998. Comments on the Sustained Yield Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan for the Pacific -
Lumber Company,

GAO. 1994. Endangered Species Act: Information on Species Protection on NonFederal Lands,
Bepont to Congressional Requestors. US General Accounting Office, Washington, DC.

Hall, . 1997. “Using Habitat Conservation Plans to Implement the Endangered Species Act in
Pacific Coast Forests: Common Problems and FPromising Precedents.” Environmental Law. 27:3.

Hood, L.etal. 1998. Frayed Safety Nets: Conservation Planning Under the Endangered Species
Act. Defenders of Wildlife, Washington DC,

Hrubes, Robert, et. al. 1999. Comments of the Silviculture Review Team Members on Pacific
Lumber’s Headwaters HCP. Commissioned by EPIC, Redway, CA, and Sierra Club - California, Available at
=<www.ige.org/epic/pageahep_review.himl>

Huntington, C. 1998, Comments on April *98 Draft W, Oregon State Forests HCP as a Mechanism
for Restoring Aquatic Habitats and At-Risk Salmon. Clearwater BioStudies, Canby, OR. !

Jackson, Jerome. 1997. “Niche Concepts and Habitat Conservation Planning.” Endangered Specics
Update. 14;7&8. School of Natural Resources & Environment, University of Michizan, Ann Arbor.

Kaiser, J. 1997. “When Habitat is Not a Home,® Science. 276;1636.

- Kareiva, Peter, et al. 1999, Using Science in Habitat Conservation Plans. National Center for
Ecalogical Analysis & Synthesis, Santa Barbara, CA, and the American Institute of Biological Sciences,
Washington, DC,

Kam, J.and E. W. Chu. 1999, Restoring Life in Running Waters: Better Biological Monitoring,
Island Press, Washington, DC. .

Karr, I. 1998. “Rivers as Sentinels: Using the Biology of Rivers to Guide Landscape Management,”
River Ecology and Manogement: Lessons from the Pacific Coastal Region. R. Naiman and R. Bilby, eds.
Springer, NY.

Ka, J. 1991. “Biclogical Integrity: A Long Neglected Aspect of Water Resource Menagement.™
Ecological Applications. 1:66-84: (proposes water quality and aquatic ecosystem monitoring indicators)

King, J. 1989. Streamflow Responses to Road Building and Harvesting: A Comparison With the
Equivalent Clearcut Procedure. Rsch Paper INT-401. USDA Forest Service, Intermountain Forest & Range
Experiment Station, Ogden, UT. i

Kastyack, John, 1998. “Surprise!” The Environmental Forum. 15:2, Environmental Law Institute,

Lichatowich, fim, et. al. 1997, Scientific Panel Comments on the Multi-Species Conservation Plan
for the Weyerhaeuser Willamette Timberlands. Commissioned by the Pacific Rivers Council, Eugene, OR.
Available from the PRC at 541-345-0119,
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Nielsen, J. 1998, “Electrofishing California’s Endangered Fish Populations.” Mational Marine
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RE: Comments on Simpson Resource Company Aquatic Habitat
Conservation Plan and Candidate Conservation Agreement
with Assurances and Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Defenders of Wildlife submits these comments regarding the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for Authorization for Incidental Take and Implementation of a
Multiple Species Aquatic Habitat Conservation Plan and Candidate Conservation
Agreement with Assurances, Simpson Resource Company {“Simpson "), Del Norte
and Humbolt Counties, California (DEIS) and the Agquatic Habitat Conservation
Plan and Candidate Conservation Agreement with Assurances (AHCP/CCAA).

Defenders of Wildlife (“Defenders”) is a 430,000 member private, non-profit,
national wildlife conservation organization. Defenders works to protect all native
wild animals and plants in their natural communities by advocating proactive
approaches to wildlife conservation and encouraging protection of entire
ccosystems and interconnected habitats, This letier is submitted on behalf of our
100,000 members in California.

Throughout this letter, we use the terminology adopted by the DEIS and
AHCP/CCAA,

As set forth below, our review of the DEIS, AHCP and associated documents
reveal the following:

L The DEIS and AHCP/CCAA are founded on an inappropriate
baseline condition and thus lack consideration of a true “No Action
Alternative.

1. The AHCP/CCAA lacks a formal biological assessment of the
viability of Covered Species.
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Response to Comment G4-1

See Master Response 1 regarding the baseline, and Master
Response 2 regarding the No Action Alternative.

Emphasis is placed on appropriate comparisons, e.g., between the
No Action Alternative and existing environmental conditions in
terms of habitat, species and riparian and aquatic ecosystem health
and between the action alternatives, including the Proposed
Action, and the No Action Alternative. Baseline conditions are set
forth on an HPA-by-HPA basis in AHCP/CCAA Section 4.4 and
EIS Chapter 3. There, the Plan and EIS describe and assess
geologic and geomorphic factors and the current status of the
covered species and their habitats. They discuss characteristic
habitat types in each of the areas as well as existing factors that
appear to be limiting for the covered species, their habitats, or the
proper functioning of healthy aquatic/riparian ecosystems.
Comparison of impacts associated with each of the alternatives is
set forth in EIS Table 2.7-1. Timber harvesting and other forest
management activities are evaluated in the EIS and AHCP/CCAA
only to the extent that differences in their application and different
environmental conditions would exist as a result of
implementation of the AHCP/CCAA or one of the other
alternatives.

Response to Comment G4-2

In “NEPA’s 40 Most Frequently Asked Questions”
(http://ceq.eh.doe.gov/nepalregs/40), the CEQ notes that the “No
Action” alternative may be thought of in terms of continuing with
actions where ongoing programs and activities (such as timber
harvesting pursuant to the CFPRs) would continue, even as new
plans are developed. In these cases, like for this Plan and these

M.  The conservation objections and measures of the AHCP/CCAA’s
Conservation Plan do not analyze biological relevance to the
Covered Species.

IV.  The AHCF/CCAA generally lacks quantitative analyses throughout
and instead relies on unsubstantiated claims.

V.  The overall impaets of the AHCP/CCAA on the Covered Species
are not adequately assessed,

V1.  The DEIS and AHCP/CCAA conspicuously lack a cumulative
effects analysis or any discussion of overall watershed/downstream
effects of the proposed Plan.

WII.  Overall, the management prescriptions of the AHCP/CCAA are
based primarily on current California Forest Practices regulations
and are, as such, grossly insufficient in providing proactive
conservation of the Covered Species.

L ! “Wo ACTiON”

As written, the baseline condition used for analysis in the DEIS and AHCP/CCAA is an
extension of current logging practices into the future rather than the existing on-the-ground
conditions in the environment. As such, the DEIS and AHCP/CCAA fail to analyze the
significance of adverse impacts of the actual project - timber harvest and related activities under
the AHCP/CCAA,

Section 4 of the DEIS, “Environmental Consequences,” is founded on this false baseline. When
comparing all the alternatives, the underlying assumption is that all, including the “No Action”
alternative, include perpetuation of current logging practices. For example, it is stated that
“Under the Proposed Action, establishing EEZs would result in a reduction in Primary
Assessment Area Locations potentially exposed to soil compaction from use of heavy
equipment.” Under a true No Action alternative, there would be no soil compaction from heavy
equipment because logging would not oceur. Another example: Section 4.3,3.2 “The Proposed
Action’s canopy closure requirements and tree retention standards are more protective than those
that would be implemented under the No Action Alternative. ...the inner zone width along Class 1
watercourses is slightly less under the Proposed Action (S0-70 feet) than under the No Action
Alternative (75 feet).” In this case, not only is the No Action Altemative clearly not the true
environmental baseline of no logging activities, but the Proposed Alternative actually decreases
riparian protection from current status-quo levels. Therefore, the conclusion that “Overall, the
conservation measures under the Proposed Action are anticipated to minimize the potential
impacts that could otherwise result from altered hydrology in the Primary Assessment Area.
They would reduce the impacts of forest management on surface runoff and peak flows, reduce
soil compaction and disturbance, and maintain or enhance in-channel LWD" is made without any
regard to or quantification of the actual impacts of timber harvesting and associated activities.

The AHCP/CCAA glossary (Section 10) defines “Covered Activities” as “Certain activities



Permits, the No Action Alternative equates to “no change” from current
management direction or level of management intensity. See Master
Response 1 regarding baseline and Master Response 2 regarding the No
Action Alternative.

Response to Comment G4-3

See Master Response 1, which identifies the most meaningful points of
comparison for the assessment of potential impacts as “with the project
(Permit issuance and implementation of the Plan) and “without the
project” (no Permits, no Plan). Under the “project”, issuance of the
Permits and Plan implementation, the impacts of take identified in the
Plan and the conservation measures identified in the Operating
Conservation Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2) would be carried
out. For this reason, the Plan and EIS compare baseline conditions with
the conditions that are expected to occur under the No Action
Alternative, and the conditions that are expected to result from this
combination of circumstances under the various action alternatives,
including the Proposed Action, relative to the conditions that are
expected to occur under the No Action Alternative. See AHCP/CCAA
Sections 5 and 7 and EIS Chapter 4.
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Response to Comment G4-4

AHCP/CCAA Section 5 discusses the potential impacts of
incidental take on the covered species and their habitats that might
occur as a result of timber harvesting and other forest management
activities within forested landscapes if take were authorized but
without the benefit of the Operating Conservation Program’s
prescriptions. The discussion in AHCP/CCAA Section 5
supplements the discussion in AHCP/CCAA Section 2 regarding
the covered activities, AHCP/CCAA Section 3 regarding the
covered species and their habitats, and AHCP/CCAA Section 4,
which includes an HPA-by-HPA discussion of the current status of
the covered species and their habitats. AHCP/CCAA Section 7,
not Section 5, discusses the expected results for the covered
species and their habitats of implementation of the Operating
Conservation Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2) in the Plan
Area.

A summary of existing stream conditions and an assessment of
their ability to support the covered species within the Primary
Assessment Area is also presented in EIS Section 3.4.4 (Aquatic
Habitat Conditions). The analysis of potential environmental
consequences associated with implementation of the Proposed
Action relative to the No Action Alternative and existing
conditions is presented in EIS Chapter 4. As noted in EIS Section
4.4.3, the Services expect habitat conditions to improve under the
Proposed Action and aquatic and riparian resources would realize
incremental improvements compared to the No Action Alternative
and current conditions. This would be largely attributable to
implementation of the Road Management Plan, enhanced riparian
zone protection, and other conservation measures, as a whole,
which are described in EIS Chapter 2.2 as part of the Proposed

carried out by Simpson in the Plan Area that may result in incidental take of Covered Species and
all those activities necessary to carry out the commitments reflected in the Plan's Operating
Conservation Program and IA ™ Section 5.1 of the AHCP/CCAA explicitly lists some of these
Covered Activities as the logging practices: “Of the Covered Activities, Simpson’s timber
harvesting operations and the road construction maintenance or use, as well as construction,
maintenance and use of landings, culverts and crossings associated with such harvesting have the
greatest potential to cause environmental effects — both individual and ¢umulative — which, in
turn, could result in take of Covered Species.” The DEIS only assesses the environmental
impacts of the Conservation Plan, while ignoring the other Covered Activities. Thus, the DEIS
falsely concludes that the “overall effect of implementation [of the proposed AHCP/CCAA]
would result in net environmental benefits” without ever mentioning the impacis of the above
Covered Activities that would be most detrimental to the Covered Species.

Over and over, the AHCP/CCAA admits that current practices endanger Covered Species:
Section 5.5.2, regarding potential effects of increased temperature on Covered Species: “The
potential impacts of such taking include potential reductions in the local or regional populations
of the Covered Species and could affect a possible need to list currently unlisted Covered Species
under the ESA in the future.”; Section 5.5.3, on Altered Nutrient Input: “Take of Covered
Species could occur as the result of temperature increases causing the impairment of essential
function.. [resulting in] potential reductions in the regional populations of the Covered Species.”
However, these detrimental practices are used inappropriately as a baseline for the AHCP/CCAA
and DEIS assessments of environmental impact. While Simpson’s timber management practices
are covered in the Simpson Northern Spotted Owl HCP, they are not approved for the take of
listed aguatic species and thercfore must be addressed in the AHCP/CCAA . Especially since the
current practices are admittedly detrimental to the Covered Species” populations, the misused

| bascline is all the more deplorable.

By failing to invoke the appropriate baseline condition and wrongly defining the “MNo Action
alternative, the DEIS is in violation of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). NEPA
regulations require an EIS to “provide a full and fair discussion of significant environmental
impacts.” (40 C.F.R. 1502.1). In this case, the DEIS does not provide ary discussion of the
environmental impacts of the Covered Activities most likely to be detrimental to the Covered
Species.

In. FORMAL VIABILITY ASSESSMENT LACKING

The AHCP/CCAA does not include an adequate assessment of current biological viability of the
Covered Species in the Proposed Area. Section 4 details the Current Status of habitat and
Covered Species with vague statements such as “Big Lagoon is believed to support a *fair®
population of coastal cutthroat trout™ at best. When Simpson has conducted surveys, primarily
for the amphibian species, they are based on a one time presence/ absence count which alone is
not uscful in indicating population trends. Without a formal assessment of the current biclogical
viability of the Covered Species, it is impossible to assess the ability of the Conservation



Action. Overall, the minimization and mitigation measures are expected
to reduce harvest and road-related sediment production and delivery to
Primary Assessment Area streams and to maintain or enhance existing
riparian and aquatic conditions. The anticipated improvement in riparian
conditions and the reduction in sediment production and delivery to
streams would occur in a shorter time than those expected under the No
Action Alternative and would likely result in improved physical habitat
for the seven covered fish species/ESUs and two covered amphibian
species.

As noted in the response to Comment G4-1 above, under No Action
Alternative for the Plan and the EIS, the Services would not issue the
requested Permits and Green Diamond would not implement the Plan.
As described in EIS Section 2.1, the No Action Alternative has been
developed to evaluate current conditions. Under the No Action
Alternative, existing activities would continue, including Green
Diamond’s current operations as governed by its NSO HCP and all
applicable laws. See AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4. The most meaningful
points of comparison, therefore, are with the project (issuance of the
Permits and implementation of the Plan - the “Proposed Action”) and
without the project (no Permits, no Plan - the “No Action Alternative”).
For the No Action Alternative, the appropriate comparison is between
existing environmental conditions in terms of habitat, species and
riparian and aquatic ecosystem health and the conditions that are
expected to occur over time under the No Action Alternative. See
Master Response 2 regarding the No Action Alternative and Master
Response 1 regarding the baseline.

Please see responses to Comment G4-1 and G4-2 above.

Response to Comment G4-5

For the reasons discussed in response to Comment G4-3 and in Master
Responses 1 and 2, and based on analysis provided in the EIS, the
Services believe that the EIS does provide a full and fair discussion of
significant environmental impacts associated with the covered activities
as reflected in EIS Chapter 4 (Environmental Consequences).

Regarding the comparison between current conditions and the No
Action Alternative, and among the action alternatives and the No Action
Alternative, see EIS Chapter 4 (Environmental Consequences).

Response to Comment G4-6

By “biological viability” this comment seems to imply that the current
species’ status within the Plan Area and the current condition of the
species’ habitats, are not adequately described in the Plan, such that the
Services or commenters can determine the impacts of taking and, thus,
whether such impacts are adequately mitigated. The Services disagree
and believe that the baseline conditions of the covered species and
habitats are adequately described in the Plan. See, for example,
AHCP/CCAA Sections 3 and 4. Master Response 8 sets forth the
approval criteria for this AHCP/CCAA and Master Response 1
discusses the baseline conditions and their role in ESA analyses.
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Response to Comment G4-7

See Master Response 12. Further, as stated in AHCP/CCAA
Section 6.1.2, the covered activities all share some common
habitat needs. Those certain biological needs that are common to
the covered species, which were considered in developing the
goals and objectives for the conservation program, include cool
water temperatures and complex stream habitat morphology and
substrates. The AHCP/CCAA Section 6.1.2 briefly describes
components of each of the covered species’ life history, which also
were considered when developing the biological goals and
objectives for the Operating Conservation Program. A discussion
of the key life history traits and biological requirements for each of
the covered species are discussed in detail in AHCP/CCAA
Section 3.2 and each species’ key habitat requirements are
discussed in AHCP/CCAA Section 3.3. A more detailed
discussion of these life histories and habitat characteristics are
provided in Appendix A of the AHCP/CCAA.

From the discussion of the purpose of the Plan (AHCP/CCAA
Section 1.2) which states that the ““...purposes of the AHCP/CCAA
are for...providing for the conservation of the individuals...”” and
the five specific biological goals bulleted and shown in
AHCP/CCAA Section 6.1.2.1, it is clear that the needs of the
covered species were the basis of the Operating Conservation
Program measures, which were developed to minimize the impact
of incidental take on the covered species. Furthermore, of the five
biological objectives, three were directly based on habitat needs
for the covered species (e.g. summer water temperature, LWD
recruitment, and sediment delivery) and one was based on
population (amphibian populations). The Operating Conservation
Program measures, based on the goals and objectives, are expected

Measures to assess the current threats posed by the Covered Activities. Consequentially, it is
also impossible to adequately judge the potential success of the ACHP/CCAA to minimize and
mitigate the impacts of timber harvesting activities on the Covered Species. Therefore, without
an adequate assessment, any conclusions drawn by federal decision makers that are based on this
AHCP/CCAA and DEIS will be arbitrary and capricious.

1. OLOGICAL RELEVANCE OF CONSE { NOT ADDRESSED

The biological goals and objectives presented in Section 6.1 of the AHCP/CCAA are not linked
to the biology of the Covered Species. Section 6.1.1 states: “to minimize and mitigate the
impacts of incidental take within the Plan Area as described in this AHCP and to ensure that such
take does not jeopardize the Covered Species, Simpson intends to undertake management
measures that will, during the term of the Permit protect, and where needed allow development
of the functional habitat conditions that are required for long-term survival to support well-
distributed, viable populations of the Covered Species.” However, in the two pages that follow,
all of these goals and objectives are set out without justification of how they address the needs of
the Covered Species. For example, the summer water temperature objective is based on the
current levels of temperature found in the Plan Area. As discussed in I. above, the use of this
degraded system as a baseline is inappropriale and biologically invalid, The sediment delivery
ohjectives are not tied to the habitat needs of the Covered Species. The sediment delivery studies
in Simpson Hydrographic Planning Areas (HP As) must tie sediment delivery volumes to habitat
degradation, stasis or improvement. Further, the assumption that reducing road-related sediment
by 70%% from current levels is adequate to avoid road-related jeopardy to the covered species is
impossible to assess give the lack of ecological basis for such a standard. The appropriate
ohjective for slope stability measures is to prevent alteration of the natural landslide regime.
Given this ecological basis, the fact that the AHCP/CCAA still allows new roadbuilding in
riparian areas and on landslide-prone locations is potentially significantly detrimental the
biological status of the Covered Species. The AHCP/CCAA fails to address this. Appendix E
does, however, provide information that current levels of management-related erosion increase
the watershed scale level of erosion between 30 and 300% beyond natural conditions. Although
not directly linked to biological significance, one would assume that such a large level of
increased erosion will have a detrimental effect on the Covered Species. As such, this effect

| must be addressed in the AHCP/CCAA.

As another case in point, the riparian management measures specifically fail to address the needs
of the Covered Species, For example, the importance of creating unharvested streamside areas
and retaining the largest trees are not addressed. It is particularly important for the amphibian
species to create and maintain interior or “core” areas of riparian forest where conditions are
suitable for cold-water adzpted amphibians. Wide no-cut buffers of 30 meters or more are
necessary to provide the microclimate required by the adult life stages of the tailed frog and
southemn torrent salamander. (Welsh et al. 2000). As currently proposed, timber harvest is
allowed in all streamside riparian management zones (RMZs), explicitly ignoring the biological

| needs of the Covered Species.



to minimize and mitigate any impacts of incidental take on the ITP
species and, with respect to the covered ESP species, to comply with the
CCAA standards. See Master Response 8.

Response to Comment G4-8

See Master Response 1

Response to Comment G4-9

See Master Responses 1 regarding baseline conditions, and Master
Response 17 regarding road density.

Response to Comment G4-10

To clarify, implementation of the Operating Conservation Program is
not intended to result in a 70 percent reduction in sediment delivery
from roads or management-related landslides, but a 70% reduction in
management-related sediment delivery from landslides in the SSS
zones. The Services recognize AHCP/CCAA Section 6.1.2.2.4, Number
2, which states as the Plan’s biological objective: “Achieve a 70 percent
reduction in sediment delivery from management-related landslides in
harvested steep streamside slopes compared to delivery volumes from
appropriate reference areas within clearcut stands.” However, the
Services also recognize that, for the reasons discussed in Master
Response 12, biological goals and objectives are not themselves
enforceable in this Plan. This said, the Plan does not propose to reduce
road related sediment delivery by 70 percent. By the end of the term of
the Permits, road-related sediment is expected to be reduced by 90%
(AHCP/CCAA Appendix F). The various elements of the road program,
including risk assessment, watershed and sub-watershed prioritization,
road assessment, and the implementation standards are described in
AHCP/CCAA Sections 6.2.3 and 6.3.3. The riparian conservation
measures in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.1 do not allow road construction
to occur in RMZs with the exception of very specific reasons that must
be explained and justified (see AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.3.11.5).
Additionally, there are specific measures in the Plan to avoid new road
construction on all MWPZs (i.e., steep streamside slopes, headwall
swales and deep seated landslides) and shallow rapid landslides.

Response to Comment G4-11

See response to Comment G4-7.

Appendix E of the AHCP/CCAA states that recent TMDL studies found
a 30% - 300% increase in erosion due to timber management influences
during the period since the CFPRs were enacted. The Plan cites that
these results should be viewed with caution owing to the different scales
and methods employed on each of these studies. Further caution is
advised in comparing these results to actual current forest management
impacts due to annual incremental increases in protection provided by
the evolving rules. For example, the Threatened and Impaired rule
package (14 CCR 916.9) was passed in 2000, which means the past 4
years of standard practices are more conservative than the previous 25
years of standard practices. Also, although the studies were reported to
cover the period of only the last 30 years, it is likely that residual legacy
impacts were unknowingly or inadvertently included in the data, such
as, for example, sedimentation from a poorly placed road (either by
surface erosion or mass wasting) that would not be permitted (or even
proposed) under current standards of practice. This example reinforces
the caution of extrapolating results due to different methodologies of
data collection and study design. Lastly, the Plan proposes to minimize
and mitigate the impact of take with a suite of conservation measures
(AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2), including, among others, aggressive road
management measures (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.3) and riparian
management measures (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.1). The Services
believe that implementation of the Operating Conservation Program as a
whole will meet the ESA Section 10(a) Permit issuance criteria, which
are discussed in AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.1 and Master Response 8.

Response to Comment G4-12

See response to Comment G3-44 and Master Response 18. Further, site
specific survey data collected within the Plan Area and those of Diller
and Wallace (1996 and 1999), all presented in AHCP/CCAA Appendix
C11, indicate that the covered amphibian species do not require wide
no-cut buffers. Therefore, the Services believe that the buffers for RMZs
as provided for in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.1 are expected to
adequately protect the covered amphibian species.
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Response to Comment G4-13

All Plan measures were reviewed to ensure that such subjectivity
would not exist as to make implementation difficult or the Plan
itself unenforceable. The Plan has extensive analytical support and
an objective and sound rationale for the Plan’s conclusions (see
generally AHCP/CCAA Sections 2 through 5 and the Appendices)
and the resulting measures contained in the Operating
Conservation Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2). The
AHCP/CCAA Section 7 analyzes the effectiveness of the Plan’s
conservation strategy. The AHCP/CCAA Section 7’s analysis
extends the AHCP/CCAA Section 4’s assessment of the current
conditions for the covered species in the area where the Plan will
be implemented and the AHCP/CCAA Section 5’s assessment of
the potential impacts of covered activities that may result in take
and the types of effects that such take may have on covered
species. In AHCP/CCAA Section 7, all possible impacts of take
that may occur are examined, together with their relative
significance to each of the covered species by category and in
relation to all potential impacts and measures.

Response to Comment G4-14

The commenter referred to a workshop that was held on March 18
and 19, 1999. The statistician the commenter refers to presented
mean bankfull widths for Cafion Creek, indicating that the mean
bankfull width increased from 47.4 feet in 1995 to 62.1 feet in
1996. The statistician indicated that this statistically significant
increase in mean bankfull width was a result of a large flood event
with approximately a 10 year recurrence interval. The statistician
did not indicate that, during the course of the study, the channel
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Overall, the AHCP/CCAA invokes extremely subjective, discretionary provisions with no
analysis of how the measures would impact the Covered Species.

VL MTITATIVE ANALY GHOUT

The AHCP/CAA lacks any quantitative analysis and is instead replete with broad,
unsubstantiated statements. The following excerpts from Section 7 are illustrative: “The
increased pool habitat will help avoid displacement or minimize the effects of displacement of
juvenile salmonids caused by peak flows,” and “Over time, this conservation measure will
increase the amount of LWD in streams, which will ultimately increase overwintering habitat for
juvenile salmonids. Large woody debris recruitment will mitigate the impacts of displacing
Covered Species that results from altered hydrology by providing increased habitat alternatives
for juveniles that are displaced during a storm event.” These statements beg the questions: How
much pool habitat will be increased? What will the peak flows levels be? Will the increase in
pool habitat be enough to mitigate the altered peak flows so that the necessary natural/ biological
conditions are met? How much LWD will be increased in the streams? How does this compare
to natural quantities of LWD? What type of altered hydrology, in what quantities will occur?
Will the amount of increased habitat alternatives be enough to maintain populations of juveniles? -
Other general questions unanswered by the AHCP/CCAA are: How do the management goals
compare quantitatively with the current regulatory statutes that Simpson is already beholdant to

b by state and federal law? What are the effects of current management practices on the Covered

Species in the Plan Area? How will the each specific conservation management practice address
the impacts of Covered Activities on the Covered Species? These crucial guestions are not
answered anywhere in the AHCP/CCAA or the DEIS. The strongest approach at causal language
relating practices under the Proposed Plan to effects on Covered Species are illusirated in this
example from Section 5.3.4 “Negative effects of excess course sediment on pool habitat are
believed to be potentially significant for the salmonid Covered Species.” This lack of
guantitative analysis is simply unaceeptable and all broad conclusion about the impact of the
Covered Activities on the Covered Species are grossly unsubstantiated.

DEIS Section 4, Environmental Consequences: “The conservation measures under the Proposed
Action are anticipated to minimize the potential impacts that could otherwise result from altered
hydrology in the Promary Assessment Arca. They would reduce the impacts of forest
managment on surface runoff and peak flows, reduce soil compaction and disturbance, and
maintain or enhance in-channel LWD. Any impacts to hydrology and water quality that would
oceur would be mitigated by improved riparian conditions resulting from riparian management
and decreased sediment production and delivery, as described below.” Unfortunately, the
following discussion does not contain the necessary quantification of impacts on the Covered
Specics. Therefore, the general conclusions of no negative effects that the DEIS claims are
unsubstantiated.



increased to 150 feet as the commenter indicated. The channel shift that
occurred in the Mad River in 1998 has extended the low flow
confluence of Cafion Creek further downstream which may limit early
access of anadromous salmonids. However, data submitted by Green
Diamond in support of its Plan indicates that since the 1996 flood event,
anadromous salmonid access into Cafion Creek has occurred, including
coho salmon, even in low flow years. See AHCP/CCAA Section
4.4.8.7.1.

Response to Comment G4-15

The ESA does not require a quantification of conservation benefits for
ITPs, but instead that a Permit applicant’s conservation program
minimize and mitigate the impacts of authorized incidental take of
covered species that may result from covered activities “to the
maximum extent practicable” (50 CFR 17.32(b)(2)(i)(B)). See Master
Response 9. Both qualitative and quantitative analyses are acceptable
and desirable in the context of an HCP/CCAA (National Wildlife
Federation v. Babbitt, 128 F.Supp.2d 1274, 1291 [2000]). The
management measures Green Diamond has elected to include in its
Operating Conservation Program are set forth in AHCP/CCAA Section
6.2 and the biological goals and objectives upon which they have been
developed are set forth in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.1. Implementation of
the Operating Conservation Program will minimize and mitigate the
impacts of incidental take as described in the Plan and ensure that such
take does not jeopardize the continued existence of the covered species
and will protect and, where needed, allow development of the functional
habitat conditions that are required for long-term survival to support
well-distributed, viable populations of the covered species. Further, the
Plan will meet the ESP/CCAA standards set forth in the AHCP/CCAA
Section 1.4.1 and in Master Response 8 with regard to the unlisted
covered species subject to USFWS jurisdiction. Accordingly, the
Operating Conservation Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2) complies
with current regulatory requirements. Further, approval of the Plan and
issuance of the Permits fits into a larger context that includes, among
other things, the CFPRs and other State law, Green Diamond’s NSO
HCP and other conservation efforts. See AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.

Response to Comment G4-16

AHCP/CCAA Section 7 specifically describes how the conservation
measures will address the impacts of taking on the covered species and
describes the expected effectiveness of the measures to achieve their
purposes. The measures included in the Operating Conservation
Program are considered as a whole, rather than separating out the
benefits of each measure. In addition, as stated in AHCP/CCAA Section
1.4.2, Green Diamond’s current management practices fall under the
guidance of CFPRs and Green Diamond’s NSO HCP. See
AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.3. In addition, Green Diamond’s management
practices are subject to other resource conservation efforts including the
Salmon Creek Management Plan and the Management Strategies for the
Little River Watershed, and cooperative agreements such as those with
the Yurok Tribe and the Coastal Conservancy, Redwood National Park
and other agreements as outlined in AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.4. The
net effect of these management practices is that significant protection
currently is being provided to the covered species, water quality and
aquatic habitats. Quantification of benefits has been provided where
possible. For example, the Plan predicts that measures to treat high- and
moderate-risk sites in the road implementation plan will stabilize
approximately 48 percent of the road-related sediment in the first 15
years of the Plan, as opposed to only 19 percent without the Plan. It is
not known how much pool habitat will be increased as a direct result of
the reduction of sediment inputs to the stream, and the ESA does not
require the Services to quantify the benefits to the covered species
covered by the Permits, as long as the criteria for Permit issuance have
been met. (See also Master Response 8.) In other words, the Plan as a
whole, including each of the individual measures, will supplement
existing mechanisms to protect the covered species and their habitats in
the Plan Area over the term of the Plan and Permits.

Response to Comment G4-17

The text of the EIS quoted in the comment is from the description of
environmental consequences on hydrology and water quality (EIS
Section 4.3). Accordingly, it would not be appropriate to include a
discussion of the impacts on the covered species in this Section. In
contrast, the discussion of potential impacts to aquatic resources (EIS





